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Omaha's Revenue Structure Compared to Other Cl~ies 
By Dr. Murray Frost 
This report is partially adapted 
from a larger study conducted by 
the Center for Applied Urban 
Research for the city of Omaha, 
Municipal Revenue Sources: 
Analyses of Omaha's Options. The 
entire report, which also presents 
examples and evaluations of 
revenue sources used in other cities 
and analyses of the distribution of 
the burden (including the relative 
regressivity) of selected taxes, is 
available from CAUR for $6.00. 
H OW DOES OMAHA raise the revenue it needs to finance the 
services it provides? How does this 
compare to other cities? These were 
the initial questions in an analysis of 
revenue alternatives conducted for the 
city of Omaha by the Center for Applied 
Urban Research.l In addition, this 
report addresses the question: How does 
the burden of major state and local 
taxes on individuals in Omaha compare 
to other cities? 
Any search for alternate revenue 
sources must recognize that the revenue 
structure is only part of the political 
system and that other solutions include 
altering the set of services delivered as 
well as streamlining the delivery system. 
City governmental services may be shifted 
to the private sector or to another unit of 
government such as the state, county, or 
a special district, or the city may con-
tract with or give a franchise to the 
private sector to perform these services. 
Other units of government may con-
tribute to the financing of a function 
currently performed by the city, or 
the state may use its broader tax base 
to assist a city by providing general or 
categorical grants-in-aid. Improving the 
efficiency of government-e.g., by 
increasing productivity-is another way 
governments can cope with a revenue 
shortage. 
Any analysis comparing one city's 
revenue structure to those of others 
must recognize the political and economic 
differences among them. 
City Services Vary 
All cities do not perform the same 
governmental services; in some areas 
certain functions are performed by 
other units of government-e.g., school 
districts, other special districts, coun-
ties, or the states. Since some services 
are traditionally financed from a limited 
number of revenue sources, the distribu-
tion of revenue by source for a city may 
be, in part, a function of the services it 
performs. For example, when the city 
government operates the school system, 
rather than an independent school 
district, a higher proportion of the city's 
own-source revenue will be in the 
form of property taxes- the traditional 
financing mechanism for schools. 
Similarly, some cities maintain their 
own hospitals or airports, and these 
functions generate relatively large revenues 
from user charges. 
The cities used for comparison are 
located in different states, each with 
its own tax system, laws regulating 
home rule for cities, and political culture. 
Some cities may be prohibited from using 
certain revenue sources by the state or 
discouraged by the state's use of some 
revenue sources. Similarly, cities may 
turn to certain tax sources because the 
state encourages their use through 
cooperative administration (e.g., piggy-
backed sales tax collections) . 
Some states give all or some of their 
cities greater home rule. In these states a 
city can make its own taxing decisions. In 
other states great restrictions are placed 
on the city's ability to choose its revenue 
structures, and political forces have to 
battle in two arenas-the city and the 
state political systems. Omaha faces some 
of these problems. Certain revenue 
solutions may gain higher priority than 
others, either because the legislature and 
governor need not be involved or might 
prefer certain solutions to others. 
The political culture influences the 
nature of the revenue structure. Factors 
include traditions of how much govern-
mental services are provided, by which 
units, and on what basis (financed by 
taxes or user charges), as well as the 
power of the various interests in the 
political system. 
Other Influences 
The position of the city geographi-
cally and economically may also influence 
the nature of its revenue structure. A city 
with a large suburban ring outside of its 
legal jurisdiction may resort to different 
revenue sources from one where liberal 
annexation laws have resulted in a larger 
proportion of the SMSA population 
and work force being within the city 
limits.2 Similarly, the nature of the 
local economy may influence the use 
of varying tax systems. A city that 
serves as a retail or wholesale center 
for a large metropolitan area may choose 
to rely on sales taxes or other taxes that 
can be "exported" to nonresidents) 
Despite these caveats, a comparison 
of municipal revenue structures may 
be helpful. The source for the data 
used in this analysis is City Govern-
ment Finances in 1980-81 published 
by the Bureau of the Census. 4 
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These data provide some insights 
into municipal revenue sources. First, 
the relative use of revenue sources is 
not static. Even in a short five-year 
period, changes are evident. For example, 
cities are relying more on their own 
sources and less on intergovernmental 
sources. In 1980-81 64.2 percent of 
municipal general revenue came from 
their own sources, compared with 60.3 
percent in 1976-77. Intergovernmental 
sources declined from 39.7 percent to 
35.8 percent. The relative decline of 
states was greater than the decline of the 
federal government as a source. See Table 
1. 
Own-Source Revenue 
Omaha relied more on its own sources 
than other cities. It received 68.3 percent 
of its general revenue from its own 
sources, compared to 64.2 percent for all 
cities. The state of Nebraska contributed 
proportionately less in general revenue 
than other states contributed to their 
cities; only 11.5 percent of Omaha's 
general revenue came from the state 
compared to 20.4 percent of all cities. 
An examination of the data for the 
general revenue raised by cities from 
their own sources also indicates some 
shifts in this time-period. For example, 
the property tax is less important propor-
tionally (this does not refer to the total 
amount of property tax collected). 
In 1980-81, 34.2 percent of tht 
cities' own-source general revenue came 
from the property tax, compared to 
42.6 percent in 1976-77. Similarly, 
all taxes constituted a smaller share 
of such revenue in 1980-81 than in 
1976-77-63.9 percent compared to 70.9 
percent. See Table 2. 
User Charges 
The data also indicate a greater 
reliance on user charges. These rose 
from 18.7 percent of all own-source 
general revenue in 1976-77 to 21.0 
percent in 1980-81. A greater relative 
increase in revenues came from interest 
earnings-which is not surprising given 
the high interest rates in that infla-
tionary period. The other trends remain 
the same even if interest income is not 
considered. 
Table 2 compares Omaha's revenue 
sources in 1980-81 to those of all cities 
and shows that Omaha relied on taxes 
more than other cities (73.1 percent 
compared to 63.9 percent). This is largely 
due to a greater reliance on the general 
TABLE 1 
DISTRIBUTION OF GENERAL REVENUE SOURCES, 
OMAHA AND ALL CITIES 
Omaha All Cities 
1980-81 1980-81 1976-77 
General Revenue 
From own sources 68.3% 64.2% 60.3% 
Intergovernmental revenue 31 .7 35.8 39.7 
Federal 17.6 13.6 14.6 
State 11.5 20.4 23.4 
Other local 2.6 1.9 1.7 
Source: Calculated from City Government Finances in 1980-81, Table 1 (for all cities} 
and Tabte 8 (Omaha}_ 
Note: T otals and sub-totals may not add to 100% because of rounding. 
TABLE 2 
DISTRIBUTION OF OWN-SOURCE GENERA L REVENUE SOURCES, 
OMAHA AND ALL CITIES 
Omaha All Cities 
1980-81 1980-81 1976-77 
General Revenue from Own Sources 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Taxes 73.1 63.9 70.9 
Property 34.5 34.2 42.6 
General sales 31.1 10.5 9.6 
Selective sales 3.8 6.2 6.2 
Income 
- 8.5 8.4 
Other 3.9 4.4 4.1 
Charges and miscellaneous 26.9 36.1 29.1 
Charges 19.2 21.0 18.7 
Interest 4.4 7.7 3.6 
Special assessments .8 1.4 1.4 
Other 2.5 6.0 5.3 
Source: Calcu lated from City Government Finances in 1980-81, Table 1 (for all cities} 
and Table 8 (for Omaha}. 
Note: Totals and sub-totals may not add to 100% because of rounding. 
sales tax ( 31.1 percent compared to only 
10.5 percent in all cities). Omaha relied 
on property taxes to about the same 
degree (34.5 percent for Omaha and 34.2 
percent for all cities). It used selective 
sales taxes and other taxes to a lesser 
degree. 
Table 3 indicates how the use of 
different sources for own-source general 
revenues varird by city size. Although 
some variation by city size occurred, the 
patterns were not consistent. For 
example, although the smallest cities 
relied on property taxes more than did 
the largest cities (property taxes repre-
sented 37.3 percent of own-source 
general revenue for cities under 200,000 
compared to 32.5 percent for cities of 
500,000 or more), intermediate size cities 
placed Jess reliance on them (26.2 percent 
for cities of 300,000 to 500,000 and 
29.3 percent for cities between 200,000 
and 300,000). 
The largest cities relied more heavily 
on taxes than other cities and less on 
charges than did smaller cities. The largest 
cities depended more on income taxes 
than other cities, and the smallest cities 
used them the least. 
The table also indicates how Omaha's 
revenue sources compared to the various 
city-size categories. Omaha relied more 
on taxes and less on charges and other 
revenue sources than did other cities in 
the nearest size categories, i.e., 300,000 
to 500,000 and 200,000 to 300,000. For 
example, 73.1 percent of Omaha's 
own-source general revenue stemmed 
from taxes compared to 58.0 percent and 
61.7 percent for cities in the other two 
categories. Its reliance upon general 
and selective sales taxes was much greater 
than these other cities-34.8 percent for 
Omaha compared to 19.8 percent and 
19.1 percent. Similarly, Omaha relied on 
property taxes more-34.5 percent com-
pared to 26.2 percent and 29.3 percent. 
Omaha does not have an income tax, 
while 6.5 percent to 8.1 percent of the 
revenue in these two groups of cities 
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TABLE 3 
DISTRIBUTION OF OWN-SOURCE GENERAL REVENUE SOURCES, BY CITY SIZE 
Omaha All Cities 500,000+ 300-499,999 200-299,999 < 200,000 
(N=1 8,983} (N=23} (N=26} (N=23} (N=18,911} 
General Revenue from Own Sources 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Taxes 73.1 63.9 71.8 58.0 61.7 58.8 
Property 34.5 34.2 32.5 26.2 29.3 37.3 
General and selective sales 34.8 16.8 18.6 19.8 19.1 14.6 
Income - 8.5 16.4 6.5 8.1 2.7 
Other 3.9 4.4 4.2 5.4 5.1 4.3 
Charges 19.2 21.0 17.4 223 21.7 23.5 
Other 7.7 15.2 10.8 19.7 16.6 17.7 
Source: Calculated from City Government Finances in 1980-81 , Table 8 (for Omaha} and Table 3 (for all other datal. 
Note: Totals and sub-totals may not add to 100% because of rounding. 
TABLE 4 
DISTR IBUTION OF OWN-SOURCE GENE RAL REVENUE 
IN THE 50 CITIES CLOSEST TO OMAHA'S SIZE 
A. TAXES D. OTHER TAXES 
All* 25 Larger 25 Smal ler (Exc luding Income Tax) 
All* 25 Larger 25 Smaller 
30-39.9% 2 1 1 
40-49.9 8 4 4 <2% 15 6 9 
50-59.9 16 8 8 2-3.9 11 3 7 
60-69.9 12 7 5 4-6.9 15 11 4 
70-79.9 9 4 4 7-9.9 5 3 2 
80+ 4 1 3 10+ 5 2 3 
Median 58.7% 58.7% 57.5% Median 3.9% 4.8% 3.4% 
*Includes Omaha (73.1 %} *Includes Omaha (3.9%} 
B. PROPERTY TAX E. CHARGES 
All* 25 Larger 25 Smaller All* 25 Larger 25 Smaller 
< 10% 4 3 1 < 10% 9 4 5 
10-19.9 16 9 7 10-19.9 16 7 8 
20-29.9 11 3 8 20-29.9 13 9 4 
30-39.9 8 4 3 30+ 13 5 8 
40-49.9 6 3 3 Median 20.2% 20.3% 19.8% 
50-59.9 3 1 2 *Includes Omaha (19.2%} 
60+ 3 2 1 
Median 23.6% 24.2% 22.2% 
*Includes Omaha (34.5%} 
C. GENERAL AND SELECTIVE SALES TAXES F. M ISCELLANEOUS 
A ll* 25 Larger 25 Smaller All* 25 Larger 25 Smaller 
< 10% 15 7 8 < 10% 8 2 5 
10-19.9 6 5 1 10-14.9 10 4 6 
20-29.9 16 7 9 15-19.9 15 8 7 
30-39.9 7 1 5 20+ 18 11 7 
40+ 5 4 1 Median 17.4% 19.8% 15.5% 
Median 22.1% 20.4% 25.5% *Includes Omaha (7. 7%) 
*Includes Omaha (34.8%} and excludes 2 cities which 
do not use any sales taxes. 
Source: Calcu lated from City Government Finances in 1980-81 , Table 5 
came from income taxes. 
An analysis was made comparing 
Omaha to the 25 next larger cities and 
to the 25 next smaller cities. The larger 
cities ranged from Charlotte with a 
population of approximately 314,000 to 
Seattle with approximately 494,000. The 
smaller cities ranged from Des Moines 
with 191,000 to Louisville with 298,000. 
These 50 cities were in 25 different 
states. 
Table 4A indicates that Omaha with 
73.1 percent of its own-source general 
revenue coming from taxes relied more 
on this source of revenue than the median 
larger city (58. 7 percent) or median 
smaller city (57.5 percent) . The range f0r 
each group of cities was quite large. The 
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TABLE 5 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF OWN-SOURCE GENERAL REVENUE 
Population Property Sales Income Other 
(thousands) Taxes Tax Tax Tax Taxes Charges Miscellaneous 
Birmingham. AL 284 65.6 12.8 20.8 18.9 13.0 9.6 24.8 
Mobile, AL 200 56.4 4.1 38.1 - 14.1 19.8 23.8 
Tucson. AZ 331 73.9 11.3 59.3 - 3.3 8.7 17.4 
Ant>heim, CA 222 55.8 16.6 35.4 - 3.8 32.9 11 .3 
Fresno, CA 218 61.7 19.7 36.4 - 5.6 25. 1 13.2 
Long Beach. CA 361 30.8 9.3 17.2 - 4.3 29.6 39.6 
Oakland, CA 339 43.5 14.8 19.9 - 8.8 31.4 25.0 
Sacramento, CA 276 53.8 19.5 26.9 - 7.5 30.9 15.3 
Santa Ana, CA 204 68.4 21.6 41.0 - 5.8 8.3 23.3 
Colorado Springs, CO 215 42.9 11.3 30.3 - 1.3 35.5 21.6 
Denver, CO 491 52.5 17.8 29.5 - 5.2 27.6 19.8 
Miami, F L 347 76.9 49.3 22.8 - 4.8 9.6 13.5 
St. Petersburg. F L 237 46.9 23.6 20.5 - 2.8 39.1 14.1 
Tampa, FL 272 50.8 22.9 24.3 - 3.7 31.0 18.2 
Atlanta. GA 425 45.0 24.2 14.5 - 6.2 34.0 21 .0 
Des Moines, l A 191 52.6 47.3 3.8 - 1.5 29.3 18.1 
Wichita, KS 279 34.5 27.0 6.0 - 1.5 26.9 38.6 
Lexington , KY 204 81.5 23.5 8.6 47.3 2.1 9.8 8.7 
Louisville, KY 298 73.4 21.8 4.0 46.2 1.4 10.1 16.5 
Baton Rouge, LA 346 63.4 16.8 42.5 - 4.1 14.0 22.5 
Shreveport, LA 206 54.2 22.2 26.7 - 5.2 17.3 28.5 
Minneapolis, MN 371 54.3 43.5 6.6 - 4.2 20.3 25.4 
St. Paul, MN 270 41.9 25.7 13.6 - 2.5 38.2 19.9 
Jackson, MS 203 44.3 39.3 3.2 - 1.8 37.0 18.8 
Kansas City. MO 448 68.7 10.5 29.6 22.8 5.9 16.9 14.5 
St. Lou is. MO 453 73.7 12.0 3 1.5 23.4 6.9 17.6 8.7 
Omaha,NE 312 73.1 34.5 34.8 - 3.9 19.2 7.7 
Jersey City. NJ 224 54.6 53.8 - - .8 36.5 8.9 
Newar~. NJ 329 77.9 62.2 8.0 - 7.7 5.3 16.8 
Albuquerque. NM 332 44.9 26.9 13.2 - 4.9 27.3 27.8 
Buffalo, NY 358 68.3 63.4 3.3 - 1.6 16.4 15.4 
Rochester, NY 242 75.1 68.7 .5 - 5.9 9.4 15.5 
Yonkers, NY 195 87.3 59.2 26.6 - 1.5 4.9 7.8 
Charlotte, NC 314 58.7 55.6 - - 3.2 21.5 19.8 
Akron, OH 237 57.5 12.6 .1 41.3 3.4 18.8 23.7 
Cincinnati. OH 385 64.0 13.7 .6 46.3 3.4 20.2 15.8 
Dayton, OH 204 68.7 13.2 .3 53.6 1.6 18.5 12.8 
Toledo, OH 355 60.2 9.3 .4 45.7 4.8 31.4 8.4 
Ok lahoma City, OK 403 60.6 15.8 43.4 - 1.5 19.1 20.3 
Tulsa, OK 361 51.1 5.8 44.1 - 1.2 25.1 23.8 
Portland, OR 366 54.8 39.7 7.7 - 7.3 20.8 24.4 
Pittsburgh, PA 424 83.3 46.3 6.6 18. 1 12.3 2.2 14.5 
Nashville, TN 456 66.7 39.0 22.1 - 5.6 15.2 18.2 
Austin, TX 346 42.7 25.2 16.1 - 1.5 44.2 13.1 
Corpus Christi, TX 232 62.1 36.4 25.5 
- 1.2 22.6 14.3 
El Paso, T X 425 55. 1 32.8 20.4 - 1.8 30.0 15.0 
Ft. Worth, TX 385 57.3 32.2 23.6 
- 1.6 19.9 22.8 
Norfolk, VA 267 73. 1 36.3 27.7 - 9.2 15.4 11.5 
Richmond, VA 219 81.5 47.6 22.1 - 11 .8 14.1 4.4 
Virginia Beach. VA 262 79.2 43.6 32.5 
- 3.1 11.9 8.9 
Seatt le, WA 494 56.7 18.8 25.0 - 129 23.3 20. 1 
Median of users 58.7 23.6 22.1 41.5 3.9 20.2 17.4 
Source: Calculated from City Government Finances in 1980-81, Table 5 
Note: Taxes, charges, and miscellaneous may not add to 100% because of rounding. Property . sales, income, and other taxes may not add to 
the total of t axes because of rounding. 
larger cities included Pittsburgh with 83.3 
percent reliance on taxes at one extreme 
and Long Beach at the other with 30.8 
percent. The smaller cities showed a 
similar range with Yonkers drawing 8 7. 3 
percent of its own-source general revenue 
from taxes compared to Wichita with 
only 34.5 percent. 
Table 4B focuses on property taxes. 
Again Omaha relied on this source (34.5 
percent) more than the median larger city 
(24.2 percent) or median smaller city 
(22.2 percent). Similarly, Table 4C 
indicates Omaha relied more on general 
and selective sales taxes (34.8 percent) 
than the median larger city (20.4 percent) 
or median smaller city (25 .5 percent). 
Omaha's proportion of revenue 
collected from charges (19 .2 percent) 
was close to the median (20.2 percent) 
of all 51 cities analyzed. See Table 4E. 
Omaha's use of other revenue sources, 
however, was below the median. Only 7.7 
percent of its own-source general revenue 
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TABLE 6 
INTEREST AS A SOURCE OF REVENUE, CITIES OVER 300,000 
Interest as Proport ion 
Interest as Proportion of Cash and Security 
of Own-source Interest as Proportion Holdings Other Than 
General Revenue of Taxes Employee Reti rement 
Long Beach 18.0 Long Beach 58.5 Long Beach 13.4 
Portland 16.8 Atlanta 36.5 Ft. Worth 13.3 
Atlanta 16.4 Oakland 32.5 Cincinnati 12.7 
Oakland 14.2 Portland 30.7 Atlanta 12.1 
Ok lahoma City 13.9 Oklahoma City 23.0 Buffalo 12.1 
Seattle 12.4 Seattle 21.8 Minneapolis 11.5 
J 
Buffalo 11.7 Austi n 21.1 St. Louis 11.5 
Pittsburgh 11 .5 Tulsa 17.4 Oklahoma City 11.3 
Cincinnati 10.2 Buffalo 17.2 Pittsburgh 11.3 
Miami 9.2 Minneapolis 16.9 Seattle 11.1 
Minneapolis 9.2 Cincinnati 16.0 Kansas City 10.9 
Austin 9.0 Denver 15.4 Nashville 10.7 
Tulsa 8.9 Ft. Worth 14.9 Tulsa 10.5 
Ft. Worth 8.5 Pittsburgh 13.8 El Paso 10.4 
Louisville 8.2 Miami 11.9 Denver 10.0 
Denver 8.1 Kansas City 11.8 Portland 10.0 
Kansas City 8.1 El Paso 11.3 Louisville 9.5 
Newark 8.0 Nashville 11.2 Newark 9.5 
Nashville 7.5 Louisville 11.1 Oakland 9.5 
El Paso 6.2 Newark 10.3 Omaha 9.3 
St. Louis 5.6 St. Louis 7.7 Toledo 8.8 
Toledo 4.5 Toledo 7.4 Austin 8.6 
Omaha 4.4 Omaha 6.0 Miami 7.7 
Source: Calculated from City Government Finances in 1980-81, Table 8 
TABLE 7 
CHARGES AS A PROPORTION OF EXPENDITURES, CITIES OVER 300,000 
Parks & Recreation Sewerage Sanitation 
Charges as a Charges as a Charges as a 
Proportion of Proportion of Proportion of 
Parks & Recreation Expenditures Sewerage Expenditures Sanitation Expenditures 
Kansas City 44.9 Oakland 141.4 Seattle 120.9 
Portland 41.4 Seattle 11 8.4 El Paso 101 .7 
Nashville 40.1 Omaha 96.1 Oklahoma City 100.2 
Long Beach 35.2 Denver 92.0 Austin 94.9 
Cincinnati 34.9 Austin 85.4 Tulsa 79.9 
Omaha 34.3 Tul sa 82.1 Atlanta 73.9 
Oklahoma City 32.6 Atlanta 79.3 Ft. Worth 73.8 
Atlanta 31.6 Minneapolis 76.4 Long Beach 72.5 
Denver 28.4 Portland 67.0 Toledo 49.1 
Seattle 26.9 Ft. Worth 59.1 Oak land 18.0 
Minneapolis 25.1 Cincinnati 49.4 Miami 13.9 
Toledo 22.3 Toledo 42.8 Nashville 10.4 
Ft. Worth 21.1 Newark 40.4 Denver 9.8 
St. Louis 20.6 El Paso 36.0 Portland 7.8 
Louisville 19.1 Nashville 35.5 Cincinnati 2.8 
El Paso 18.6 Buffalo 29.4 Buffalo 1.8 
Austin 17.8 Kansas City 27.4 Omaha .8 
Tulsa 15.8 Oklahoma City 19.1 Louisville .5 
Miami 13.9 Long Beach 0.0 St. Louis .3 
Oakland 12.9 Miami 0.0 Kansas City 0.0 
Buffalo 10.0 Pittsburgh 0.0 Minneapolis 0.0 
Pittsburgh 4.5 St. Lou is 0.0 Newark 0.0 
Newark 0.0 (Louisville) .£1 Pittsburgh 0.0 
2_/ = No revenue or expenditures 
Source: Calculated from City Government Finances in 1980-81, Table 8 
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came from sources other than taxes or 
charges compared to 17.4 percent for all 
51 cities. 
Table 5 presents the data for Omaha 
and each of these 50 other cities. The 
data on city income taxes show that 10 
of the 51 cities had a local income tax, 
and the proportion of revenue this tax 
raised ranged widely from 18.1 percent 
(Pittsburgh) to 5 3.6 percent (Dayton), 
with a median of 41.5 percent for the 
10 cities. In Kentucky, Ohio, and 
Pennsylvania cities the income tax is 
a substitute for the sales tax while in 
Missouri the income tax is used to keep 
property taxes low. 
Interest Earnings 
The Bureau of the Census provides 
some further detail for the 23 cities 
that were over 300,000 in 1975. In 
these cities the largest revenue producer 
in the category of "other revenue 
sources" was interest earnings. Others in 
that category were special assessments, 
sale of property, and fines and forfeits. 
Table 6 mdicates that of the 23 cities 
examined, Omaha in 1980-81 drew the 
smallest proportion of its own-source 
general revenue from interest earnings. 
Omaha gained only 4.4 percent from this 
source; the median was 9.0 percent and 
the high (Long Beach) was 18.0 percent. 
When interest earnings as a proportion 
of tax revenue was examined, Omaha 
still ranked the lowest with 6.0 percent; 
the median was 15.4 percent. Omaha's 
low interest earnings in 1980-81 may be 
related to the lower level of cash and 
security holdings available for investment. 
Of the 23 cities, Omaha had the lowest 
amount of cash and security holdings 
(excluding employee retirement funds). 
When interest as a proportion of these 
holdings was calculated, it resulted in a 
narrower range (from a low of 7. 7 per-
cent to a high of 13.4 percent), with 
Omaha ranked 20th at 9.3 percent. 
The detailed data for this 23-city sub-
set also provide more information about 
the types of charges being used by the 
cities. Several of the cities that showed a 
large proportion of their revenue coming 
from charges were collecting these fees 
for services that are not part of the 
city of Omaha's budget. For example, 
Austin had the highest proportion of its 
revenue coming from charges (44.2 
percent), but 26.2 percent of all revenue 
(and almost 60 percent of the charges) 
TABLE 8 
SALES TAXES AS A SOURCE OF REVENUE, CITIES OVER 300,000 
General Sales Tax Selective Sales Tax 
As Proportion of As Proportion of 
Own-source Revenue Own-source Revenue 
Tulsa 39.4 Miami 22.8 
Oklahoma City 37.8 Kansas City 18.3 
Omaha 31.1 St. Louis 17.6 
Denver 25.0 Seattle 15.8 
Nashville 18.2 Atlanta 14.5 
Ft. Worth 17.6 Louisville 9.6 
St. Louis 13.9 Long Beach 9.3 
El Paso 13.3 Oakland 9.2 
Austin 12.3 Newark 8.0 
Kansas City 11.3 Portland 7.7 
Oakland 10.7 El Paso 7.1 
Seattle 9.2 Minneapolis 6.6 
Long Beach 7.9 Pittsburgh 6.6 
Atlanta - Ft. Worth 5.6 
Buffalo - Oklahoma City 5.6 
Cincinnati - Tulsa 4.8 
Louisville 
- Denver 4.5 
Miami - Nashville 3.8 
Minneapolis - Omaha 3.8 
Newark - Austin 3.6 
Pittsburgh - Buffalo 3.3 
Portland - Cincinnati .6 
Toledo - Toledo .4 
Source: Calculated from City Government Finances in 1980..1J1, Table 8 
were from hospitals. Atlanta had the 
second highest proportion of revenue 
stemming from charges (34.0 percent). 
The major source of charges in Atlanta 
was the airport which is under its con-
trol; it generated 18.2 percent of the 
city's own-source general revenue (and 
53 percent of all charges). 
Of the several charge sources specified, 
Omaha's two most productive were for 
sewerage (13.2 percent of all own-source 
general revenue and 68.6 percent of all 
charges) and parks and recreation (3.0 
percent of all own-source general revenue 
·and 15.5 percent of all charges). 
Although charges for services may be a 
large proportion of a city's revenue, an 
important consideration is the proportion 
of a service's costs covered by charges. 
For example, although Atlanta collected 
18.2 percent of its revenue from airport 
charges, these charges covered only 
36.2 percent of its budget expenditures 
for the airport. 
Charges and Expenditures 
Table 7 presents data for Omaha and 
the other 22 cities in this subset indi-
cating charges as a proportion of budget 
expenditures for parks and recreation and 
sewerage. Because of interest in sanitation 
charges, these are also included in Table 7. 
In 1980-81 Omaha's fees for parks and 
recreation covered a larger proportion of 
the budget for that function than the 
median for all 23 cities. In Omaha 34.3 
p"ercent of the expenditures for parks 
and recreation was covered by charges, 
compared to a median of 22.3 percent. 
The range was from no parks and recrea-
tion fees in Newark to 44.9 percent in 
Kansas City. · 
The proportion of Omaha's sewerage 
budget covered by fees was 96.1 percent. 
This was the third highest proportion. 
The only cities higher were Oakland and 
Seattle where charges in 1980-81 
exceeded expenditures. The median for 
the 22 cities that include the sewerage 
function in their budget was 46.1 percent. 
Sanitation charges as a proportion of 
expenditures ranged from 0 in four 
cities to 120.9 percent in Seattle (two 
other cities had more charges for this 
function than expenditures). The median 
was 10.4 percent, but in Omaha only 
. 8 percent of expenditures was covered 
by charges. Here the sanitation function 
is financed primarily from federal general 
revenue sharing, and charges are limited 
to use of the sanitary landfill. 
Additional detail about the nature of 
the sales taxes used by cities is available 
for cities over 300,000. Some sales or 
gross receipts taxes are general and 
apply to a wide range of goods and/or 
services. Other sales or gross receipts 
taxes are aimed at selective goods or 
services-e.g., public utilities (as in a 
number of cities including Omaha) or 
alcoholic beverages or tobacco products. 
Table 8 indicates that Omaha drew 
31.1 percent of its own-source general 
revenue from its general sales tax and 
another 3.8 percent from a tax on public 
utility receipts. Although the proportion 
drawn from the general sales tax was 
higher than most other cities (only 
Tulsa and Oklahoma City raised a higher 
proportion), the proportion it raised from 
selective sales or gross receipts taxes was 
lower than most cities (only four of the 
other 22 cities raised less). 
Individual Burden 
These comparisons do not give any 
consideration to the burden taxes place 
on individuals at different income levels 
and how this burden in Omaha compares 
with other cities. Table 9 is based on a 
1980 study by the District of Columbia 
government5 comparing the burden of 
income, property, sales, and automobile 
taxes to those in the largest city in 
each of the 50 states. The table indicates 
several facts including: 1) the burden 
of these state and local taxes on Omahans 
ranged from 6.5 percent for a family 
with a $10,000 income to 7.5 percent 
for a family with a $75,000 income 
suggesting a progressive tax burden; 
2) this burden was smaller than the 
median of all 51 cities for those at the 
$25,000-$50,000 income level and 
greater than the median for those at the 
lowest and highest income levels ($10,000 
and $75,000, respectively); 3) the income 
tax burden was lower for Omahans than 
in the median city; 4) the burden of each 
of the other taxes studied-property, 
sales, and auto taxes-was greater in 
Omaha than in the median city; 5) 
Omaha's total tax burden ranked 24th 
to 29th among the 51 cities, depending 
on the income level (the 26th ranking 
city was the median) . 
Conclusions 
Comparison of revenue sources for 
different cities is difficult because of 
major differences in the functions they 
perform and the tax burdens their citizens 
bear due to state and other jurisdictions' 
policies. Proportionally, Omaha relies on 
taxes more than many other cities. The 
proportion of own-source revenue it 
draws from sales taxes is well above the 
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TABLE 9 
ESTIMATED BURDEN OF MAJOR STATE AND LOCAL TAXES, 1980.2/ 
State and Local Taxes 
Income Property!!/ Sales..£/ Auto-g./ Total Burden Rank.!!./ 
$10,000 
Omaha $ 0 $ 325 $194 $135 $ 654 6.5% 24 
Medianl/ 118 271 139 96 632 6.3% 
$17,000 
Omaha 123 528 280 185 1,116 6.6% 26 
Media nil 363 469 217 132 1,116 6.6% 
$25,000 
Omaha 331 777 351 227 1,686 7.7% 27 
Medianl./ 713 723 282 156 1,714 6.9% 
$35,000 
Omaha 663 1,036 429 254 2,382 6.8% 29 
Medianl/ 1,158 919 354 164 2,508 7 .2",{, 
$50,000 
Omaha 1,228 1,405 501 338 3,472 6.9% 29 
Median if 1,898 1,247 416 236 3,556 7.1% 
$75,000 
Omaha 2,513 1,997 614 468 5,592 7.5% 24 
Media nil 3,144 1,806 511 286 5,461 7.1% 
.£1 Based on a family of four with one wage earning spouse and two school age child ren ; 
family owns home. 
!!I value of home estimated at ratio of median home value to median income times income 
level; since cost of housing as a proportion of income is assumed to decline with income, 
these values arc increased by 10% for $10,000 income, 5% f or $17,000 and $25,000, nol 
changed for $35,000, and decreased by 5% for $50,000, and 10% for $75,000. County data 
used. 
..£1 Based on optional sales tax tables from I AS. 
sll Includes gasol ine tax, vehicle registration fee, excise registration taxes, and personal 
property taxes levied on automobiles. Varying types of vehicles used at different income 
levels. The lower three income levels were assumed t o own one car while the two highest 
income levels were assumed to own two cars. 
.!!.1 Rank of 1 signifies largest burden and rank of 51 the lowest burden. 
i/ Median is based on largest city in each state plus Washington, D.C. Medians are based 
on only those cities in which the specified tax is levied. 
Source: Tax Burdens in Washington, D.C. Compared with Those in the Largest City in 
Each State, 1980 (Washington, D.C.: Government of the District of Columbia, 1983). 
median proportion. Reliance on the 
property tax is similar to the median of 
all cities but is greater than cities within 
its size range. It uses other taxes less 
than many other cities. Omaha's reliance 
on charges is not much different from the 
median for all cities. The proportion of 
revenue from other sources-e.g., interest 
payments-is less than in other cities. 
The data on city government finances 
indicate wide ranges in the proportions 
collected from different revenue sources. 
Clearly, there is no single typical pattern. 
The pattern of tax burden of the 
major state and local taxes upon indi-
viduals in Omaha in 1980 was similar to 
the median pattern, although it was 
lower for income taxes and higher for 
other taxes. 
1 Murray Frost. Municipal Revenue Sources: 
Analyses of Omaha's Options (Omaha: Uni-
versity of Nebraska at Omaha, Center f or 
Applied Urban Research,Ju ly,1983). 
2For a study of the roles of city and metro-
pol itan populations on municipal finance, see: 
Wichita Revenues: Comparisons, Trends, and 
Alternatives (Wichita: Center for Urban Studies. 
Wichita State University, 1982). 
3
see: Larry Schroeder and David Sjoquist. 
The Property Tax and Alternative Local Taxes: 
An Economic Analysis (New York: Praeger 
Publishers, 1975). 
4Bureau of the Census, City Government 
Finances in 1980..1J1 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Pri(lting Office, 1982). 
5Tax Burdens in Washington, D.C. Com· 
pared with Those in the Largest City in Each 
State , 1980 (Wash ington. D.C. : Governr.1ent 
of the District of Columbia, 1983). 
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